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The Campus 
Consultation Team:  
  
Threat Management Using 
a Team Approach 
Learning Objectives 
 
 List the core team members of the UC Irvine’s Consultation Team 
and the role each member plays 
 Explore and evaluate how the Consultation Team might implement a 
coordinated plan on several sample cases 
 Evaluate data related to emerging threat 
assessment team standards 
 Participate in a discussion about the future 
of threat management on your campus 
Organizational Chart  
History  
of the 
Consultation 
Team 
 Established over 20 years ago 
 Historically met several times a year 
 Now meets weekly, at a minimum 
 Crisis management issues are discussed 
 Team participates in group training activities  
 Team gives presentations to community 
members 
Core and Activated Members 
Team Activation 

Types of 
Cases 
 An undergraduate student who 
chronically behaves with para-
suicidal behaviors and who posts 
threats to harm himself on social 
media 
 A graduate student who sends 
threatening e-mails to a variety of 
staff and faculty 
 A staff member who responds 
angrily during meetings and 
causes fellow staff to fear 
physical violence 
 A graduate student who appears 
intoxicated in the class he is 
teaching 
Sample Case 
 Junior political science major 
 Entered with high grades 
 Deteriorating hygiene, weight loss, 
paranoid comments 
 TA’s have offered to walk him to 
counseling center, which was 
refused 
 Roommate issues 
 Police called during the week before 
finals 
 John hospitalized on involuntary hold 
 WAVR-21 
“John” 
This vignette is fictional. The events described are not real. The settings 
and characters are fictitious and not intended to represent specific cases. 
NaBITA Survey 
Results 
  
Dr. Brian Van 
Brunt 
 Data were collected from over 800 
community colleges and four-year 
universities during July-October 
2012. 
 
• 4-year schools/traditional   76% 
• 2-year schools/community   24% 
 
• Non-residential     25% 
• Residential      75% 
 
• Public     65% 
• Private     35% 
 
Van Brunt, B., Sokolow, B., Lewis, W., 
& Schuster, S. (2012). NaBITA Team 
Survey. www.nabita.org  
 
NaBITA Survey 
Results 
  
Meeting 
Frequency 
Counseling  87% 
Police/Campus Safety   82% 
Dean of Students          72% 
Residential Life         63% 
Academic Affairs           49% 
Health Services  42% 
VP Student Affairs    41% 
Legal Counsel     22% 
Student Activities 22% 
Faculty               27% 
Human Resources 19% 
Case Manager        18% 
Athletics  13% 
Admissions     9%        
Greek Life       5% 
Student Representative   2% 
Team Membership 
Team Leadership 
Dean of Students           44%  
VPSA        22% 
Student Conduct             9% 
Counseling        7% 
Academic    4% 
Police/Safety    3% 
Discussion 
Questions 
 Do you have separate teams for 
faculty, staff, and student concerns? 
 What tools do you use for threat 
assessment? 
 How do you keep records? 
 What trends are you seeing in terms 
of cases? 
 What is the institution’s responsibility 
for follow up care after the student is 
no longer enrolled? 
 What impediments are 
there to continuity of 
care (HIPAA, FERPA) 
and how does your 
institution manage 
them? 
 
 
 
